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I too would like to ask questions, and ask some of you, and ask some 
of myself. It would be, it would be like: what exactly do you do, you 
who make films? And me, what exactly do I do when I do or when I 
hope [1:00] to do philosophy? Well, do we have something to say to 
each other, based on that? 


So of course, things are bad for you, but things are also very bad for 
me [Laughs], and that's not the only thing we would have to say to 
each other. Or I could put the question another way: what is it to have 
an idea in the cinema? If one makes cinema, or if one wants to make 
cinema, what is it to have an idea? So what we say: hey, I have an 
idea. 


So because on the one hand everyone knows that having an idea is a 
rare event; it rarely happens, having an idea is a kind of party. [2:00] 


But that's not common. And, on the other hand, having an idea is not 
something general, one does not have an idea in general. An idea, it is 
already dedicated, just like the one who has the idea, it is already 
dedicated to such and such a domain. I mean that an idea is 
sometimes an idea in painting, sometimes an idea in a novel, 
sometimes an idea in philosophy, sometimes an idea in science. And it 
is obviously not the same one who can have all this. 


If you like, ideas must be treated as sorts of potentials; ideas are 
potentials, but potentials already engaged in this or that mode of 
expression [3:00] and inseparable from the mode of expression, so 
that I cannot say: I have an idea in general . Depending on the 
techniques I know, I can have an idea in such a field, an idea in 
cinema, or another, an idea in philosophy. What is it to have an idea 
of something? 


[So I'm leaving again] So, I'm talking about, about the fact that I do 
philosophy, you do cinema. 


So, it would be too easy to say yes, philosophy, everyone knows that it 
is ready to 


think about anything. So, why wouldn't she reflect on the cinema? 
Now, this is an unworthy idea; philosophy is not made to reflect on 
just anything. It is not made to reflect on [4:00] something else. I 
mean, by treating philosophy as a power to "reflect on," you seem to 
be giving it a lot, and in fact you're taking everything away from it. 


Because no one needs philosophy to think. I mean, the only people 
capable, indeed, of thinking about cinema are filmmakers, or film 
critics, or those who love cinema. They absolutely do not need 
philosophy to reflect on cinema. The idea that mathematicians need 
philosophy to think about mathematics is a comic idea. If philosophy 
should reflect on something, but it would have no reason to exist. If 
philosophy exists, it is because it has its own content. 


If [5:00] we ask ourselves: what is the content of philosophy? it is 
quite simple. Philosophy is a discipline as creative, as inventive as any 
other discipline. Philosophy is a discipline that consists in creating or 
inventing concepts. And concepts don't exist completely, and concepts 
don't exist in a kind of heaven where they would wait for a 
philosopher to grasp them. Concepts have to be created. So, of course, 


it's not made like that, you don't say to yourself one day, "hey, I'm 
going to do such a concept, I'm going to invent such a concept", any 
more than a painter says to himself one day "hey , I'm going to make a 
painting like that”. There has to be a necessity. But as much in 
philosophy as elsewhere, just as a filmmaker does not say to himself 
“well, I am going to make this film”, there must be a necessity, 
otherwise there is nothing at all. [6:00] [A creator is not a priest who 
works for pleasure. A creator does only what he absolutely needs. ] 
Still, this necessity -- which is a very complex thing, if it exists -- 
makes a philosopher -- I at least know what he is dealing with -- 


- he does not bother to reflect even on the cinema. He proposes to 
invent, to create concepts. 


I say that I do philosophy, that is to say, I try to invent concepts. I'm 
not trying to think about anything else. If I say, you who make 
cinema, what do you do? I take a definition too, just as childish, so 
grant it to me, there are surely others and better ones. I would just say 
what you invent, it's not concepts, it's none of your business; what you 
are inventing are what might be called movement-duration blocks. If 
we make a block of [7:00] movements-duration, maybe it's..., that 
we're making cinema. Notice, there is no question of invoking a story 
or challenging it. Everything has a story. Philosophy also tells stories. 
She tells stories, stories with concepts. Cinema, I think, let's say, 
suppose it tells stories with movement-duration blocks. I can say that 
painting invents; it is a completely different type of block, it is neither 
blocks of concepts, nor blocks of movements-duration, but suppose 
that they are blocks of lines-colors. The music invents another type of 
block that is very, very particular, good. [Besides all that,] But I say in 
all of that, science, it's no less, you know, science, it's no less creative. 
[8:00] I don't see much opposition between the sciences, the arts, all 
that. 


If I ask a scientist: what does he do? There too, he invents, he does not 
discover; a scientist, or at least the discovery, that exists, but that is 
part of it, but that is not how we define scientific news as such. A 
scientist, he invented, he creates as much 


than an artist. [Here, comparing the text of this lecture available in 
Two Crazy Regimes with the videos available on YouTube, there is an 
obvious cut where a brief part of the lecture disappears, between the 


dashes that follow] 


-- So to go also, to stay with definitions as summary as those from 
which I started, all the same, a scholar, you know, is someone, a 
scholar, it's not complicated, it's is someone who invents or creates 
functions, and there is only him. He does not create concepts, a 
scientist as a scientist has nothing to do with concepts, that is even 
why, fortunately, there is philosophy. On the other hand, there is 
something that a scientist is alone, a scientist knows how to do: to 
invent and create functions. So what is a function? We could define 
that as simply as I tried, since we are really sticking to the most 
rudimentary. Not at all because you wouldn't understand more, but 
because it's me who would already be overwhelmed, it's... 


And then, there is no need for what I want to tell you today, there is 
no need to go any further... J simpler: a function, what is it? ? There 
is a function as soon as there is a regulated correspondence of at least 
two sets. The basic notion of science -- and not since yesterday, but for 
a very, very long time -- the basic notion of science is [the notion] 


that of sets, and a set is completely different from a concept, it has 
nothing to do with a concept. And as soon as you correlate sets, you 
get functions, and you can say, "I'm doing science." - [ End of cut] 


And if anyone can talk to anyone, if a filmmaker can talk to a 
scientist, if a scientist can have something to say to a philosopher and 
vice versa, it is insofar as, and according to their creative activity to 
each. Not that there's any need to talk about creation -- creation is 
more of a very lonely thing, and of -- not that there's any need to talk 
about creation, but it's at the name of my creation that I have [9:00] 


something to say to someone. And then, if I then aligned all these 
disciplines which are defined by their creative activity, if I aligned 
them, I would indeed say that there is a limit which is common to 
them, and the limit which is common to all these series, to all these 
series of inventions -- 


inventions of functions, inventions of duration-movement blocks, 
inventions of concepts etc.... -- 


what is the series that is common to all that or the limit of all that? It 
is space-time. 


So much so that if all the disciplines communicate, if all the 
disciplines communicate together, it is at the level of what never 
emerges for itself, but which is as it were engaged in any creative 


discipline, namely the constitution of spaces- time. 


Bresson, well, it's well known, there are rarely [10:00] whole spaces at 
Bresson. These are spaces that we call disconnected. That is to say, 
there is a corner, for example, the corner of a cell, and then we will 
see another corner or a place on the wall, etc. Everything happens as 
if the Bressonian space, in certain respects, presented itself as a series 
of small pieces whose connection is not predetermined, a series of 
small pieces whose connection is therefore not predetermined. There 
are very great filmmakers who employ on the contrary, ah, ensemble 
spaces; I'm not saying it's easier to handle a space together, huh 


! [but Bresson's space is a particular type of space] Spaces, there are so 
many in cinema, but I guess [11:00] that's it, it's a type of space no 
doubt , it was taken up afterwards, it was even, it served in a very 
creative way to others, that they 


renewed compared to Bresson. I suppose that Bresson was one of the 
first to make space with small disconnected pieces, that is to say small 
pieces whose connection is not predetermined. [And I would say this:] 
When I said anyway, at the limit of all attempts at creation, there are 
space-times, there is only that, well yes! ! 


this is where Bresson's duration-movement blocks will tend towards 
this type of space, among others. 


The answer is given. [The question then is]: these small pieces of 
visual space, whose connection is not given in advance, by what do 
you want them to be connected [12:00] 


if not by hand? [At this moment Deleuze shows his hand] And it's not 
theory, it's not [nor] philosophy. It is not, it cannot be deduced like 
that. But I say: Bresson's type of space and the cinematographic 
valorization of the hand in the image are obviously linked. I mean the 
connection of small bits of Bressonian spaces -- from the very fact that 
they are bits, disconnected pieces of spaces -- can only be a 


manual connection. Hence the exhaustion of the hand throughout 
Bresson's cinema. Well, that's fine, we could go on for a long time, 
because by doing so, Bresson's block of extension-movement would 
therefore receive, as a character proper to this creator, [13:00] the 
character of this space, the character [that is] very particular. The role 


of the hand which comes straight out of it, only the hand can 
effectively make connections from one part of space to another. And 
Bresson is undoubtedly the greatest filmmaker to have reintroduced 
tactile values into cinema. Not just because he knows how to capture 
hands beautifully. But, if he knows how to take hands admirably in 
images, it is because he needs hands. A creator is not a being who 
works for pleasure. A creator does only what he absolutely needs. 


[Again] Having an idea in cinema, again, is not the same thing as 
having an idea [14:00] elsewhere. And yet, there are ideas in cinema 
that could also be valid in other disciplines. There are ideas in cinema 
that could be excellent ideas in novels. But they wouldn't look the 
same at all. And then there are ideas in cinema that can only be 
cinematographic. That does not prevent, [It does not prevent] even 
when it comes to ideas in cinema that could have value in a novel, 
they are already engaged in a cinematographic process which makes 
them doomed in advance. And what I say counts a lot because it's a 
way of asking a question that interests me: what makes a filmmaker 
really want to adapt, for example, a novel? If he wants to adapt a 
novel, it seems obvious to me [15:00] that it's because he has ideas in 
cinema that resonate with what the novel presents as ideas in novels, 
and that there , are sometimes, often are big meetings. It's very 
different, I don't pose the problem of the filmmaker who adapts a 
notoriously mediocre novel. He may need the mediocre novel; he 
needs it, it does not exclude that the film is brilliant. So I'm asking a 
slightly different question, it would be an interesting question to 
address that, but I'm asking a slightly different question, it's 


[what happens] when the novel is a great novel, when... and this sort 
of affinity is revealed where someone has an idea in cinema that 
corresponds to [16:00] what was the idea in novel? 


One of the most beautiful cases is the case of Kurosawa. Why does 
Kurosawa find himself in a kind of familiarity with Shakespeare and 
with Dostoyevsky? Why do you need a Japanese 


to be also familiar with a Shakespeare and Dostoyevsky? I have to tell 
you, because, it seems to me, I ..., it is [I will rest] one answer among 
a thousand other possible ones, and it 


[which, I believe,] also touches a bit on philosophy, I believe. Among 
Dostoyevsky's characters 


-- it may be a small detail -- in Dostoyevsky's characters, it happens 
[occurs] 


a rather curious thing very often, [which can be due to a small detail]. 
Usually they're very restless, huh? A character leaves, goes down the 
street, all that [17:00] like that, and says 


"So and so, the woman I love, Tania, Tania, call me for help, I'm 
going, I'm running, I'm running, yes, Tania will die if I don't go". And 
he comes down the stairs and he meets a friend, or he sees a run over 
dog and he completely forgets. He forgets, he completely forgets that 
Tania is waiting for him, dying [and he forgets]. He starts talking like 
that, he starts..., and he meets another comrade, he goes to have tea 
with the comrade and then all of a sudden, he says 


“Tania is waiting for me, I have to go”. [Laughs] But what does that 
mean, these ... eh, there you go. In Dostoyevsky, the characters are 
perpetually caught up in emergencies, [18:00] and at the same time 
that they are caught up in emergencies, which are questions of life 
and death, they know that [Pause] there is a even more pressing 
question -- they don't know which one. And that's what stops them. 
[Pause] Everything happens as if in the worst emergency -- there's fire, 
"there's fire, I have to go" -- I say to myself [they say to each other], 
"no, no, there is something more urgent, something more urgent, and I 
will not move until I know it. » 


He's the Idiot; that's the idiot, that's the formula of the Idiot: "Ah! but 
you know, no, no, there is a deeper problem. What problem ? I can't 
see well, but let me, [19:00] 


leave me. Everything can burn, if... no, we have to find this more 
urgent problem”. [ Break] 


This Kurosawa did not learn from Dostoyevsky. All of Kurosawa's 
characters are like that. I would say: here is a meeting, a beautiful 
meeting. If Kurosawa can adapt Dostoyevsky, it is at least because he 
can say: “I have a common affair with him. I have a common problem, 
this problem. Kurosawa's characters, they're in exactly the same 
situation, they're caught in impossible situations. Ah yes, but beware, 
there is a more pressing problem. I need to know [they know] what 
this problem is. maybe 


"Live" is one of Kurosawa's films [20:00] that goes the furthest in this 
direction. But all of Kurosawa's films go in this direction. "The Seven 
Samurai", [for example]: it strikes me a lot me, because the whole 


space of Kurosawa depends on it. It has to be a kind of oval space and 
it is beaten by the rain. Anyway, it doesn't matter, it would take us too 
long, that there too, we would come across..., the limit of everything 
which is also a space-time. But in "The Seven Samurai", you 
understand, they [the characters] are caught in the emergency 
situation -- they have agreed to defend the village -- and throughout 
they're wrought with a deeper question. There's a deeper question 
running through it all. 


And it will be said at the end by the chief of the samurai, when they 
leave: “What is a samurai? What is a samurai? not a general rank, 
[21:00] but what was a samurai at that time? Namely someone who is 
no longer good for anything. The lords no longer need it, and the 
peasants will soon know how to defend themselves. And throughout 
the film, despite the urgency of the situation, the samurai are haunted 
by this question which is worthy of the Idiot, which is a question of 
the Idiot: us, samurai, what do we are ? 


Here, I would say an idea in cinema, it is of this type. You will say no, 
since it was also an idea in a novel. But an idea in cinema is of this 
type, once it is already 


engaged in a cinematographic process. And you can [22:00] say there, 
“T had the idea”, even if you borrow it from Dostoyevsky. 


Otherwise the same, I quote very quickly, I believe that an idea is very 
simple. Again, this is not a concept, this is not philosophy. A concept 
is something else, [Even if] 


from any idea, one can perhaps derive a concept. But I think of 
Minnelli. Minnelli, he has, it seems to me, [who has] an extraordinary 
idea about dreams. It's very simple -- you could say so -- and it's 
engaged in a whole cinematic process that is the work of Minnelli. 
And Minnelli's big idea about the dream, it seems to me, is that the 
dream concerns above all those who do not dream. The dream of 
those who dream concerns those who do not dream. And why does 
this concern them? Because as soon as there is a dream of the other, 
there is danger. [23:00] To know that the dream of people is always a 
devouring dream which threatens to engulf us, and that the others 
dream, it is very dangerous, and that the dream is a terrible will to 
power, and that each of us is more or less a victim of the dream of 
others. Even when she is the most graceful maiden, even when she is 


the most graceful maiden, she is a terrible devourer, not by her soul, 
but by her dreams. Beware of the other person's dream, because if you 
get caught up in the other person's dream, you're screwed. So you 
understand, when you have an idea like that, the idea really isn't 
whether it's true or whether it's false. The question is whether it is 
important, interesting, and whether it is beautiful, [24:00] and it is 
the same in science. 


It's the same thing in philosophy, you know. 


Or else I will speak of, another example, [a] properly cinematographic 
idea, [it is for example] the famous dissociation of seeing and 
speaking in a relatively recent cinema, whether it be, 


-- so there too, I'm taking the best-known cases -- whether it's 
Syberberg, whether it's the Straubs, whether it's Marguerite Duras. 
What is there in common? See, [and] in what way is it properly 
cinematographic - that's a cinematographic idea - [to] make a 
disjunction of the visual and the sound? It's... Why can't it be done in 
the theatre, why? It can be done, but it will be appli[cation]... so there 
if it is done in the theater, with some exceptions, [25:00] unless the 
theater has the means to do it, we can say that the theater there 
applies [borrowed from] cinema. Which isn't bad, necessarily, but it's 
such a cinematographic idea to ensure the disjunction of seeing and 
sound and speaking, visual and sound, that that's... that would 
respond to the idea [the question of knowing]: what does it mean, for 
example, to have a cinematographic idea [in cinema]? 


And everyone knows what it consists of, I say it in my own way for..., 
a voice speaks of something. At the same time, therefore, we are 
talking about something. At the same time, we are shown something 
else. And finally, what we are being told is under [26:00] what we are 
being shown. This is very important, this third point. You feel that this 
is where the theater could not follow. The theater could ensure the 
first two propositions: we are told about something and we are shown 
something else. But what we are being told about at the same time 
should be put under what we are being shown -- and this is necessary, 
otherwise the first two operations would have no meaning, they 
would have [nor] hardly any use. interest -- if you prefer, we can say, 
then in more terms... [in another way]: the word rises in the air, the 
word rises in the air at the same time as the earth we see, it sinks 
deeper and deeper. Or rather at the same time as what this word 
which rises [27:00] in the air spoke to us, what it spoke to us sinks 
under the ground. 


What is that, if only the cinema can do that? I'm not saying that he 
has to do it, huh, [but that the cinema] whether he did it two or three 
times, I can simply say, they were [they are] great filmmakers who 
had this idea. It's not about saying that's what you have to do or not 
do, huh. You have to have ideas, whatever they are. That is 


[Here is] a cinematographic idea, I say it's prodigious, because it 
ensures at the level of the cinema a real transformation of the 
elements, a cycle of the major elements which means that, all of a 
sudden, the cinema makes a great echo with, I do not know, with 
qualitative physics of the elements. It creates a kind of transformation, 
[a great circulation of elements in the cinema starting from] air, 
[28:00] earth and water and fire because we should add, I have, we 
we don't have time, obviously, we would discover the role of the two 
other elements, a great circulation of elements in the cinema, a great 
circulation of elements in the cinema. 


In everything I say, moreover, it does not delete a story, huh. The 
story is still there, but what interests us [hits] is why is the story so 
interesting? 


Otherwise why is there all that behind and with. It's very much [In] 
this cycle, as I've just defined it so quickly -- the voice rises as what 
the voice is talking about sinks underground -- you recognized most of 
Straub's films, and this is the great cycle of the elements in the 
Straubs. [29:00] But it's very important, this circuit that makes there 
is a kind of beauty where, in fact, there is a perpetual disjunction of 
what we see since what we see is is only the desert land, but this 
desert land, it is as if heavy with what is underneath. And you will tell 
me, but what is underneath, what do we know about it? 


Well, that's exactly what the voice tells us about. And it is as if the 
earth, there, warped from what the voice tells us, and which comes to 
take place under the earth, at its time and in its place. And if the earth 
and if the voice speaks to us of corpses, it is the whole [of the whole] 
line of corpses that comes to take place under the earth, so much so 
that at that moment, the slightest tremor [30: 00] of wind on the 
desert land, on the empty space that you have in front of you, on the 
desert land, etc., takes on its full meaning, the slightest hollow in this 
land, etc. 


But, I say to myself, you see, having an idea is not in the realm of 


communication, in any case. And that's what I would like to come to, 
because it's one of the questions that was very kindly put to me. I 
mean to what extent everything we talk about is irreducible to any 
communication. It's not serious. What does it mean ? This means, it 
seems to me that, in a first sense, one could say that communication is 
the transmission and propagation of information. But what is 
information? It's not [31:00] very complicated, everyone knows it: 
information is a set of watchwords. When you are informed, you are 
told what you are supposed to believe. In other words, to inform is to 
circulate a watchword. Police statements are rightly called 
communiqués. We are given information, that is to say, we are told 
what we are supposed to be able to or should believe, what we are 
required to believe. Or not even to believe, but to act as if we believed 
since we are not asked to believe, we are asked to behave as if we 
believed. This is the information, the 


communication, and apart from these commands, and the 
transmission of these commands, there is no [32:00] communication, 
there is no information. Which amounts to saying 


: that information is exactly the control system. And it's true, I say 
platitudes, it's obvious. It’s obvious, except that [and] it particularly 
concerns us today. 


It concerns us today because, and it is true that we are entering a 
society that can be called a society of control. You know, a thinker 
like Michel Foucault had analyzed two types of society quite close to 
us. Some he called societies of sovereignty, and then others he called 
disciplinary societies. And what he called disciplinary societies, which 
he clearly set off -- because there are all the transitions you want -- 
with Napoleon, who is perhaps [33:00] a typical passage from a 
society of sovereignty to a disciplinary society,... [he made Napoleon 
coincide], the disciplinary society, it was defined -- it's famous, 
Foucault's analyzes have remained rightly famous -- it was defined by 
the creation of environments of confinement: prisons, schools, 
workshops, hospitals. And the disciplinary societies needed that. It 
[this analysis] caused a bit of ambiguity in some readers of Foucault, 
because it was believed to be Foucault's last thought. Obviously not. 
Foucault never believed, and even, he said it very clearly, that these 
disciplinary societies were not eternal, and even more, he obviously 
thought that we [34:00] were entering into a type of new company. 


Of course, there are all sorts of remnants of disciplinary societies, and 
for years and years, but we already know that we are in societies of 
another type, which are, what should be called, that is Burroughs who 
uttered the word, -- and Foucault had a very strong admiration for 
Burroughs, -- Burroughs proposed the name of, the very simple name 
[societies] of control. We are entering into control societies which 
define themselves very differently from disciplines. We no longer 
need, or rather those who take care of our well-being no longer need 
or will no longer need an environment of confinement. You will tell 
me, it is not obvious at the moment with everything that is currently 
happening, but that is not at all the question. It may be for fifty years, 
but currently, all that already, prisons, schools, hospitals are places of 
[35:00] permanent discussions. Isn't it better to spread home care? 
Yes, that's probably the future. The workshops, the factories, the 
factories, well, it's cracking up all over the place. Isn't it better, 
subcontracting schemes and even working from home? Well, prisons, 
that's a question. What do we have to do ? 


What can we find? Aren't there other ways to punish people than 
prison? It's old problems resurfacing. Because, you know, control 
societies will obviously no longer go through confinement 
environments. 


Even school, even school. You have to keep an eye on the emerging 
themes right now, it will only develop in forty or fifty years, to 
explain to you that the amazing thing would mean doing school and a 
profession at the same time. [36:00] Ah, that will be very interesting 
because that, the identity of the school and of the profession in 
lifelong learning, which is our future, that will no longer necessarily 
imply the grouping of schoolchildren in a confinement environment. It 
could be done quite differently; it will be done by Minitel, well all 
that... whatever you want; the amazing thing would be forms of 
control. See how control is not discipline. I would say, for example, of 
a motorway, that there you do not lock people in, but by making 
motorways, you multiply the means of control. I'm not saying that's 
the only purpose of the highway [Laughs], but people can turn 
endlessly and without being locked in at all, while being perfectly 
controlled. This is our future, societies of control being societies of 
disciplines. 


So why am I saying all this? Good, well... [37:00] because [Let's say 
that] information, let's say that it is that, information, well, it is the 
controlled system of passwords, of 


watchwords that prevail in a given society. What does [the work] of 
art have to do with that? what is the work of art... you will say to me: 
come on, all that means nothing. So let's not talk about a work of art, 
let's talk, let's at least say that, that there is counter-information. For 
example, there are countries where conditions are particularly harsh 
and cruel, countries with very harsh dictatorships, where there is 
counter-information. Good. In Hitler's time, the Jews who arrived 
from Germany and who were the first to tell us that there were 
extermination camps in Germany, they provided counter-information. 
What must be noted, [38:00] is that, it seems to me, counter- 
information has never been enough to do anything. No counter- 
information ever bothered Hitler. No, except in one case. But what is 
the case? This is where it matters. My only answer would be: counter- 
information only becomes effective when it is -- and it is by nature, 
therefore, it does not matter, -- only when it is or becomes an act of 
resistance. . And the act of resistance is neither information nor 
counter-information. Counter-information is effective only when it 
becomes an act of resistance. 


What is the relationship of the work of art with communication? 
None. [39:00] None. The work of art is not an instrument of 
communication. The work of art has nothing to do with 
communication. The work of art does not contain any information 
whatsoever. On the other hand, on the other hand, there is a 
fundamental affinity between the work of art and the act of resistance. 
So there, yes. It has something to do with information and 
communication, yes, as an act of resistance. What is this mysterious 
relationship between a work of art and an act of resistance when the 
men who resist have neither the time nor sometimes the culture 
necessary to have the slightest connection with art? I don't know. 
[40:00] Malraux develops a good philosophical concept. 


Malraux says a very simple thing about art, he says, it's the only thing 
that resists death. I say let's go back to my thing from earlier, at the 
beginning, on what is it, what do we do when we do philosophy? We 
invent concepts. And I find that there is the basis of a rather beautiful 
philosophical concept. Think, yes, what resists death? Well yes, no 
doubt, it is enough to see a statuette of three thousand years before 
our era to find that Malraux's answer is a rather good answer. But one 
could say, then less well, from the point of view which concerns us, 
well yes, art is what resists, it is what resists and it is perhaps not the 
only thing which resists , [41:00] but that's what resists. Hence, hence 


the relationship, the relationship so close between the act of resistance 
and art, and the work of art. Not every act of resistance is a work of 
art, although in a way it is. Not every work of art is an act of 
resistance and yet, in a way, it is. 


What a mysterious way there, we would need there perhaps, I don't 
know, there we would need another reflection, a long reflection to... 
What I mean is, if you allow me to come back to: "What is it to have 
an idea in cinema? or what 


what to have a cinematographic idea? » when I said to you, take the 
case, for example, among others, of the Straubs when they operate 
this disjunction voice sound [and visual image] under conditions 
[42:00] such that ... notice the idea, it is ... others, great authors have 
taken it in another way; I believe with the Straubs, they take it in the 
following way: this disjunction, once again, the voice rises, it rises, it 
rises, it rises and once again, what it tells us speaks passes under the 
bare earth, under the deserted earth, which the visual image was 
showing us, a visual image which had no relation to the sound image, 
or which had no direct relation to the image sound. 
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Now what is this act of speech which rises in the air while its object 
passes under the ground? 


Resistance. act of resistance. And in all the work of [43:00] Straub, 

the act of speech is an act of resistance. From "Moses [and Aaron]" to 
the latest Kafka ["Amerika-Class Reports"], passing through -- I'm not 
quoting in order, I don't know the order -- an "Unreconciled" until 'To 


[Chronicle of Anna Magdalena] Bach". Remember, what is Bach's 
speech act? 


It is his music, it is his music that is an act of resistance; act of 
resistance against what? 


It is not an abstract act of resistance, it is an act of resistance against 
and active struggle against the distribution of the profane and the 
sacred. And this act of resistance in the music culminates in a cry. Just 
as there is a cry in Wozzek, [44:00] there is a cry in Bach: “out! 


out ! go away, I don't want to see you”. That is the act of resistance. 
So when the Straubs highlight it, this cry, this Bach cry, or when they 


highlight the cry of the old schizophrenic, of the old schizophrenic in, 
I believe, "Unreconciled", etc. ..., all of this, everything has to account 
for, well... [Pause]. In this sense, the act of resistance, it seems to me, 
has two faces: it is human, and it is also the act of art. [Pause] Only 
the act of resistance 


[45:00] resists death, either as a work of art or as a struggle of men. 


And what relationship is there between the struggle of men and the 
work of art? The closest relationship and for me the most mysterious. 
Exactly what Paul Klee meant when he said "You know, the people are 
missing". The people are missing but at the same time, they are not 
missing. The people are missing, which means that -- it is not clear, it 
will never be clear -- this fundamental affinity between the work of art 
and a people that does not yet exist. 


So, finally, good well, he is very... Well there you go, I am deeply 
happy with, with your very great kindness [46:00] to have listened to 
me, and I thank you very much. [46:08] 


